assessed. The civil penalties are assessed as a result of actions taken by an administrative law judge, an agency judicial officer or a federal court. Since NABR has been monitoring the enforcement process, no research facilities have been subject to paying civil penalties, and those research facilities that were subject to enforcement have settled at the level of stipulations or consent decrees. Our following review, which concerns the results of the enforcement process, uses data from the monthly enforcement reports, which has been consolidated into a spreadsheet format. For those actions that affected research facilities, the pertinent documents have been reviewed and an analysis of each was prepared.
Our spreadsheets for 2014 describe 175 letters of warning issued to organizations covered by the AWA. Of those, 21 were issued to registered research facilities. There were 11 complaints filed, two of which involved research facilities, and one of those was settled with a consent decision and order that resulted in a stipulated penalty of $127,100. The complaint document requires the recipient to file an answer in accordance with the AWA Rules of Practice 5 . If the recipient does not admit to the allegations in their answer or does not file an answer, the process then moves ahead to an oral hearing stage.
Under the category of 'Decisions and Orders' there were 14 cases, of which one was listed as a default decision and order because the recipient of the complaint did not respond. An administrative law judge issued an order which included both a monetary and non-monetary judgement. There were seven pre-settlement agreements and none involved research facilities.
There were 54 stipulations of which only seven involved research facilities. These seven stipulation agreements included a total of 36 items of noncompliance, which were not evenly distributed across institutions. One institution had almost half of the non-compliance items included in their enforcement records, one of which provides monthly updated information on enforcement actions for the Horse Protection Act and the AWA for each fiscal year going back to May 2010. This same link appears on the website of the USDA Animal Care program, and the National Association for Biomedical Research (NABR) has been monitoring this summary since May 2010 as it includes actions taken against research facilities.
The data posted by the IES for the 2014 fiscal year includes a summary of all enforcement actions that details the initiation of 2,743 new cases. Of those cases, 252 involved potential violations of the AWA. The summary data for cases that involved the AWA include 170 warnings and 64 settlement agreements reached. These agreements frequently involve monetary penalties which totaled $300,938. They also reported 9 non-monetary stipulations, which appear to take place when a dealer voluntarily relinquishes its license as part of either a stipulation agreement or a consent decision and order, following the filing of a complaint by the Office of General Council. The complaints are filed after the IES refers a case and its supporting evidence to the Office of General Council. These terms, titles and processes can be confusing and disorienting for unfamiliar readers, but the APHIS Overall Summary 4 links specific terms to a page titled 'Enforcement Glossary' that helps to explain these terms.
NABR monitors monthly postings on the IES website, which reports enforcement actions in five categories: letters of warning, complaints, decisions and orders, presettlement agreements, and stipulations. In addition to information on cases that have been initiated, the summary data that appears on the IES website also includes warnings, settlement agreements, stipulated penalties assessed, non-monetary stipulations, referrals to Office of General Council, administrative complaints, administrative decisions, and civil penalties In a previous Policy Watch column entitled "Understanding USDA's enforcement process" 1 , we reviewed the four possible enforcement options that were described in the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Inspection Requirements Handbook, and we encouraged facilities to have in place proactive, progressive animal care and use programs to help assure compliance with the regulations and standards of the Animal Welfare Act (AWA) in an effort to avoid experiencing any of the four options. Since that column was published, revisions have been made to the Animal Welfare Inspection Guide 2 , including an introduction written about the teachable moment that takes place during the inspection process. Additionally, the Freedom of Information Act has been increasingly used to call for more enforcement of the regulations and standards of the AWA. All of these recent changes can potentially affect the process of USDA enforcement. In this column we review the outcomes of the enforcement process for research facilities, using information that has been posted on the website of the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS).
On May 14, 2015, an announcement from APHIS to its stakeholders entitled "Availability of Agency Investigative and Enforcement Data" announced the publication of frequently requested information on the website of the Investigative and Enforcement Services (IES) 3 . Initially, summaries and data outlining enforcement actions were posted for the 2014 fiscal year, with a commitment to update the information at the end of the 2015 fiscal year and biannually thereafter. The announcement contains a link to the IES website, which itself includes links to the laws that APHIS enforces, as well as links to bulleted descriptions of the investigative and enforcement processes. Overall, our findings are that research facilities appear to represent only a small percentage of the regulated community whose record of compliance warrants formal enforcement action. In 2014, research facilities received only 12% of all letters of warning and 13% of all stipulation agreements. When examining the actual stipulation agreements and the nature of the noncompliant items, it is interesting to note that, whereas issues related to IACUC activities consistently constitute the most cited type of noncompliance, issues that directly affect animal welfare are generally the type of noncompliance that leads to formal enforcement actions. stipulation (17 in total), while two stipulations for other institutions only included one item of noncompliance. The seven stipulations levied $97,750 in fines ranging from $3,071 to $35,286 per stipulation. Of the 36 items of noncompliance, three involved IACUC issues, five involved personnel qualifications, 17 involved veterinary care, two involved handling and nine involved facility or husbandry issues.
We have thus far emphasized a review of the enforcement process during the 2014 calendar year, but the findings are consistent with what NABR has observed while monitoring that process over the last five
